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CASES, REGULATIONS AND STATUTES
by Robert P. Achenbach, Jr.
FEDERAL AGRICULTURAL
PROGRAMS
CATTLE FEED PROGRAM. The FSA has announced
the availability of $150 million under Section 32 of the Act
of August 24, 1935 (section 32) and CCC-owned nonfat dry
milk to implement the 2002 Cattle Feed Program (CFP).
This program will provide feed assistance to foundation beef
cattle operations in Nebraska, South Dakota, Colorado, and
Wyoming. The CFP is designed to provide feed assistance to
eligible foundation beef herd owners/lessees in areas most
severely stricken by drought. The program is available only
in Nebraska, Colorado, Wyoming and South Dakota. These
states were selected because the most recent data shows that
at least 75 percent of the pasture and range crops in these
states are rated “poor” or “very poor” with more than 50
percent of these acres rated as “very poor.” At the time of
the selection of states for participation in the 2002 Cattle
Feed Program, other drought-impacted states' pasture and
range crops rating were in the 75 percent category; however,
their “very poor” rating was significantly less than 50
percent. An approximate 40-day supply of feed will be
provided under CFP, which should feed the eligible
livestock in these four States until fall grazing and additional
roughage becomes available. The FSA, through a signup
process, will determine eligible producers and the amount of
assistance that will be available in the form of a feed credit
to be used at participating feed dealers. FSA will also
cooperate with feed mills to help distribute the supplemental
feed. Stocks of nonfat dry milk owned by the CCC will be
made available to the feed industry at a reduced price to help
reduce the feed cost. 67 Fed. Reg. 56260 (Sept. 3, 2002).
CONSERVATION. The CCC and the FSA have
announced the availability of the draft Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement (PEIS) for the
Conservation Reserve Program (CRP). The draft PEIS
assesses the potential environmental impacts of alternatives
to be considered in the administration of the CRP. The draft
PEIS also provides a means for the public to voice any
concern they may have about the program and any ideas for
improving it. 67 Fed. Reg. 56979 (Sept. 6, 2002).
CROP INSURANCE. The CCC has issued proposed
regulations for the Agricultural Management Assistance
(AMA) Program. Section 524(b) of the Federal Crop
Insurance Act, as amended by Section 133 of the
Agricultural Risk Protection Act of 2000, authorized the
AMA Program. This proposed rule sets forth the procedures
for how producers would apply and participate in the AMA
Program. 67 Fed. Reg. 55171 (Aug. 28, 2002).
The FCIC has issued proposed regulations which amend
the Common Crop Insurance Regulations: Sunflower Seed
Crop Insurance Provisions (7 C.F.R. 457.108), Coarse
Grains Crop Insurance Provisions (7 C.F.R. 457.113),
Safflower Crop Insurance Provisions (7 C.F.R. 457.125),
Dry Pea Crop Insurance Provisions (7 C.F.R. 457.140), Rice
Crop Insurance Provisions (7 C.F.R. 457.141), and Dry Bean
Crop Insurance Provisions (7 C.F.R. 457.150) to implement
the quality loss adjustment procedures contained in section
10003 of the Farm Security and Rural Investment Act of
2002. 67 Fed. Reg. 55689 (Aug. 30, 2002).
FARM PROGRAMS . The USDA has announced the
types of documentation that producers may use to update
farm yields if they elect to do so under the direct and
counter-cyclical payment programs under the 2002 Farm
Bill. Under the new farm law, eligible producers have the
option to update their farm base acres and yields. 
Landowners who elect to update their base acres also may
update their yields for counter-cyclical payments.  Oilseed
producers also may establish a yield for direct and counter-
cyclical payments. In general, producers who wish to
establish or update yields must have actual verifiable
production evidence such as weight tickets, loan deficiency
payments (LDPs), crop insurance appraisals or sales
records.  This approach to verification will be used by the
vast majority of producers. Some crops, however, are
harvested or utilized in a manner that does not result in
tangible records of measurable production.  This includes
crops that were grazed, harvested as silage or hay or fed on
the farm.  In these situations, previous LDPs on record at the
county office may be used to establish farm yields.  When
LDPs are not available, but crop insurance records or other
FSA records indicate the crop was grazed, harvested as
silage or hay or fed on the farm, then FSA may assign a
yield based on the actual grain yield for three similar farms. 
In the case when producers cannot meet any of these
r quirements, or they have experienced abnormally low
yields, then 75 percent of the county average yield will be
used as specified in the new law. Producers selecting the
yield update option will need form FSA-658P (Producer’s
R cord of Production) to list the sources of the production
evidence.  The actual documentation does not have to be
produced at the time the option is selected.  However, the
production evidence will have to be provided at a subsequent
time if required under spot-check procedures. Farm Service
Agency Service Centers will begin accepting yield updates
in mid-September.  On October 1, producers can apply for
the direct and counter-cyclical payment program.  All
applications for updates must be received before April 1,
2003. Producers who reported yields for crop insurance
purposes must report the same yields for the direct and
counter-cyclical program.  They do not have to provide the
FSA Service Center with production evidence at time of
sign-up but would subsequently if subject to a spot-check.
Information pertaining to the 2002 Farm Bill implementation
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can be accessed via the web at http://www.usda.gov. USDA
Release No. 0364.02 (Sept. 3, 2002).
GRAIN INSPECTION . The GIPSA has issued proposed
regulations revising the regulations under the United States
Grain Standards Act to allow interested persons to specify
the quality factor(s) that would be redetermined during a
reinspection or appeal inspection for grade. Currently,
reinspections and appeal inspections for grade must include
a redetermination (i.e., a complete review or examination) of
all official factors that may determine the grade, are reported
on the original certificate, or are required to be shown. 67
Fed. Reg. 54133 (Aug. 21, 2002).
SUGAR. The CCC has issued final regulations which
implement the provisions of Title I of the Farm Security and
Rural Investment Act of 2002 relating to the various
activities affecting sugar beet and sugar cane producers and
processors and the marketing of sugar. Generally, these
regulations are applicable through Fiscal Year 2007. Major
provisions of the 2002 Act terminate marketing assessments;
make in-process sugar eligible for loans; authorize the
establishment of a payment-in-kind program; cap the
minimum payment requirement for sugar beet growers;
eliminate a loan forfeiture penalty; provide for storage
facility loans; and establish flexible marketing allotments. 67
Fed. Reg. 54925 (Aug. 26, 2002).
FEDERAL ESTATE
AND GIFT TAX
ALTERNATE VALUATION DATE. Due to a
misunderstanding between the executor and the estate
accountant, the estate failed to make the election to value
estate property on the alternate valuation date. The estate
assets were valued as of the decedent’s date of death and
reported on a timely filed Form 706. The decedent's estate
contained real estate, bonds and marketable securities,
among other assets. The failure to make the election was
discovered within one year after the Form 706 filing and the
estate immediately requested an extension of time to make
the election. The IRS granted the extension. Ltr. Rul.
200234037, May 16, 2002.
FAMILY-OWNED BUSINESS DEDUCTION. Under
I.R.C. § 2057(h), each person who has an interest (whether
or not in possession) in FOBD property must sign an
agreement consenting to the recapture provisions described
in I.R.C. § 2057(f) with respect to such property. The
decedent’s estate claimed the FOBD and the executor filed
Schedule T with the Form 706, but the executor failed to
sign the Section 2057(h) agreement. In a Chief Counsel
Advice letter, the IRS ruled that the provisions for correction
of minor errors used for special use valuation elections (see
I.R.C. § 2032A(d)(3)) would also apply to FOBD elections.
Therefore, the executor was allowed a reasonable period of
time, not to exceed 90 days, after being notified of the error
r omission to supply the missing information or signature.
CCA Ltr. Rul. 200234055, May 22, 2002.
Although the estate qualified for the FOBD and retained
professional assistance in preparing the estate tax return, no
election was made. The error was discovered upon review by
another professional and the estate sought an extension of
time to file the FOBD election. The IRS granted the
extension. Ltr. Rul. 200234004, Jan. 18, 2002.
GENERATION-SKIPPING TRANSFERS . Prior to
September 1985, the taxpayer established several trusts for
the benefit of descendants of the taxpayer. The trusts were
funded with 53 percent of the stock of a corporation which
later elected S corporation status. The S corporation
contributed property and cash to a newly created limited
liab lity company in an amount not more than its
ac umulated adjustments account. The IRS ruled that the
creation of the LLC did not constitute an addition to the
trusts that would subject the trusts or distributions from them
to the generation-skipping transfer tax. Ltr. Rul.
200234062, May 22, 2002.
JOINT TENANCY PROPERTY. The decedent had
acquired a residence as joint tenant with the decedent’s
mother and sister. The mother and sister predeceased the
decedent and the decedent acquired full ownership of the
residence. The decedent, however, did not want to continue
living in the residence and agreed to transfer the property to
herself and a niece as joint tenants in exchange for allowing
the decedent to keep her dogs at the residence and for the
decedent’s right to reside at the niece’s residence. The
niece’s husband also agreed to manage the decedent’s rental
property. The fair rental value of the decedent’s right to
reside with the niece exceeded one-half of the value of the
decedent’s residence. The IRS argued that the entire value of
the residence was included in the decedent’s gross estate
because the niece did not contribute to the purchase of the
property and did not give consideration for her joint tenancy
interest. The court held that the value of the right to reside
with the niece was adequate consideration for the joint
tenancy interest; therefore, only one-half of the value of the
residence was included in the decedent’s estate. E tate of
Concordia v. Comm’r, T.C. Memo. 2002-216.
LIFE INSURANCE. The IRS has issued an explanation
of the standards it will use in valuing current life insurance
protection under a split-dollar life insurance arrangement.
This notice is in response to abusive split-dollar life
insurance arrangements to avoid taxes by parties paying
inappropriately high current term insurance rates or using
other techniques in order to understate the value of the
taxable policy benefits. Pursuant to the notice, a party
participating in a split-dollar arrangement may use the
premium rates in Table 2001 (Notice 2002-8, I.R.B. 2002-4,
398) or the insurer's lower published premium rates only for
the purpose of valuing current life insurance protection, and
when such protection confers an economic benefit from one
party to another party. Therefore, if one party has any right
to current life insurance protection, neither the premium
rates in Table 2001 nor the insurer's lower published
premium rates may be relied upon to value that party's
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current life insurance protection for the purpose of valuing
any policy benefits to which another party may be entitled.
Notice 2002-59, I.R.B. 2002-35.
MARITAL DEDUCTION . The decedent’s will
bequeathed property in trust to the surviving spouse. The
bequest granted the spouse the lifetime power to appoint
trust income and principal to the decedent’s heirs. The
decedent’s will stated that the spouse’s trust was intended to
qualify for the marital deduction and prohibited the executor
from doing anything to disqualify the trust for the deduction.
The will also created a family trust which received the
remainder of the decedent’s estate and would receive any
property which would not qualify for the marital trust. The
spouse filed the estate tax return as executor and claimed the
trust as a marital deduction as QTIP. More than nine months
after the decedent’s death, the surviving spouse filed a
disclaimer of any interest in the trust which would disqualify
it for the marital deduction. The IRS ruled that the spouse’s
power to appoint trust income and principal disqualified the
trust for the QTIP marital deduction. The IRS also ruled that
the disclaimer was not qualified because it was made more
than nine months after the decedent’s death.  The spouse
argued that (1) the filing of the estate tax return was a
disclaimer of the power of appointment because the QTIP
election was made for the trust and the decedent’s will
prohibited the spouse from doing anything which would
disqualify the trust for the marital deduction, and (2) if the
marital trust property did not qualify for the marital
deduction, it passed to the family trust and was also eligible
for the marital deduction because the spouse received the
income from that trust. The IRS ruled that an estate tax
return could not function as a disclaimer because the return
did not contain any statement of disclaimer. The IRS also
ruled that the savings clause in the trust could not be used to
negate the unambiguous grant of the power of appointment.
The IRS ruled that the provision for passing of marital trust
property to the family trust was effective only for property
which was not of a character to which the marital deduction
would apply and did not affect powers held by the surviving
spouse. Ltr. Rul. 200234017, May 13, 2002.
FEDERAL INCOME
TAXATION
COOPERATIVES . The taxpayer was a tax-exempt
telephone cooperative. The taxpayer received 90 percent of
its income from member patrons, 5 percent of its income
from dividends from a C corporation owned by the taxpayer,
and 5 percent from interest income. The taxpayer did not
provide any services to the corporation which was not a
member of the taxpayer. The IRS stated that, under Moline
Properties, Inc. v. Comm’r, 319 U.S. 436 (1943), a
corporation was a separate taxable entity from its
shareholders for federal income tax purposes if the
corporation is formed for valid business purposes and is not
a sham, an agency or instrumentality of the shareholders.
The IRS ruled that, if the corporation was a separate entity
under Moline Properties, the taxpayer had more than 85
p rcent of its income from member business and was
eligible for tax-exempt cooperative status. Rev. Rul. 2002-
55, I.R.B. 2002-__.
COURT AWARDS AND SETTLEMENTS. The
taxpayer was terminated from employment and filed a claim
against the employer with the Utah Industrial Commission in
which the taxpayer alleged employment discrimination,
s ual harassment, and retaliation. The taxpayer later filed a
law suit against the employer for sexual harassment and
wrongful termination. The petition asked for damages for
back p y and reimbursement for lost sick leave, health and
di ability insurance benefits, pension benefits, and social
security b nefits. The petition also asked for damages for
pers al humiliation and for punitive damages. The taxpayer
reached a settlement with the employer and received
payment for back pay, less payroll deductions, and for pain
and suffering from sexual discrimination. The taxpayer
excluded the settlement payments from income, arguing that
the taxpayer suffered physical injury from the sexual
harassm nt incidents. The court concluded that the
taxpayer’s testimony about physical injuries was not credible
becau e it was not supported by other evidence and was not
all ged in the lawsuit against the employer. The court held
that the settlement was included in income because the law
suit di  not involve claims for physical injury. Nield v.
Comm’r, T.C. Summary Op. 2002-110.
DISCHARGE OF INDEBTEDNESS. The taxpayer
defaulted on a consumer credit debt and the creditor issued a
Form 1099-C for discharge of indebtedness income for the
unpaid debt. The taxpayer included the discharge of
indebtedness in income. In a later tax year, the taxpayer
repaid the debt, either voluntarily or under enforced
collection. In a Significant Service Center Advice letter, the
IRS ruled that the taxpayer’ repayment of the debt indicated
that the original debt was not discharged; therefore, the
taxpayer was entitled to file for a refund of the tax paid on
the amount included as discharge of indebtedness income.
SSA Ltr. Rul. 200235030, June 3, 2002.
EMPLOYEE . The taxpayer was a medical doctor who
worked for a municipal water and power company. The
company reported income of all its physicians on Forms W-
2, Wage and Tax Statement, and withheld taxes and
contributions. The taxpayer had objected to the company’s
method of reporting and withholding. The taxpayer claimed
the income from the employment on Schedule C as an
independent contractor. The court held that the taxpayer was
an mployee of the company because the company
co tr lled the work time, supervised the taxpayer’s work,
and provided all equipment and facilities. In addition, the
court noted that the taxpayer did not bill the patients, did not
make the services available to the general public, and did not
have a business license to practice as a sole proprietor.
Naughton v. Comm’r, T.C. Memo. 2002-222.
INTEREST . The taxpayer was a lawyer whose law
practice was operated as a sole proprietorship. The
taxpayer’s tax returns were audited and the amount of
income from the practice was adjusted, resulting in
assessment of interest on underpayment of taxes on the
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taxpayer’s personal income tax return. The taxpayer claimed
the interest as a deduction on Schedule C as related to the
business. Under Temp. Reg. §§ 1.163-8T, 1.163-
9T(b)(2)(i)(A), the interest was nondeductible personal
interest. The Tax Court had held the regulations to be invalid
in several previous cases, but the regulations were held valid
by five Circuit Courts of Appeal. The court gave a lengthy
review of the statutes and regulations and held that the
regulations were a valid interpretation of the statute,
effectively overruling its prior decisions. Robinson v.
Comm’r, 119 T.C. No. 4 (2002).
INTEREST RATE .  The IRS has announced that, for the
period October 1, 2002 through December 31, 2002, the
interest rate paid on tax overpayments remains at 6 percent
(5 percent in the case of a corporation) and for
underpayments at 6 percent. The interest rate for
underpayments by large corporations remains at 8 percent.
The overpayment rate for the portion of a corporate
overpayment exceeding $10,000 remains at 3.5 percent.
Rev. Rul. 2002-59, I.R.B. 2002-__.
PASSIVE ACTIVITY LOSSES .  The IRS has adopted
as final regulations governing the treatment of self-charged
items of income and expense for purposes of the limitation
on passive activity losses and credits.  The regulations cover
loans to or from a passthrough entity, a partnership or S
corporation, and to an owner of 10 percent or more of the
entity.  If an owner's allocable share of all self-charged
interest deductions from owner loans to an entity exceed
interest income from the loans, a portion of the interest
income is recharacterized as passive interest income based
on the ratio of passive interest deductions to total interest
deductions.  The recharacterized passive income is allocated
among the owner's passive activities based upon the
proportion of the passive interest deductions of those
activities.  In addition, if income is recharacterized as
passive under these rules, interest expenses attributable to
that income are also recharacterized as passive.  67 Fed.
Reg. 54087 (Aug. 27, 2002), adding Treas. Reg. § 1.469-7.
PENSION PLANS. For plans beginning in September
2002, the weighted average is 5.63 percent with the
permissible range of 5.07 to 6.20 percent (90 to 120 percent
permissible range) and 5.07 to 6.76 percent (90 to 110
percent permissible range) for purposes of determining the
full funding limitation under I.R.C. § 412(c)(7).  Notice
2002-61, I.R.B. 2002-__.
RETURNS. The IRS has announced the publication of
revised Form 706 (Rev. August 2002), United States Estate
(and Generation-Skipping Transfer) Tax Return, and its
instructions. The IRS has announced that a supplement to
Publication 590, Individual Retirement Arrangements
(IRAs), is available. The supplement contains new life
expectancy and uniform lifetime tables, which are used in
figuring required minimum distributions. These publications
can be obtained by calling 1-800-TAX-FORM (1-800-829-
3676); they are also available on the IRS's website at
www.irs.gov. Ann. 2002-73, I.R.B. 2002-33.
The IRS has announced that it has added FedEx
International Priority and FedEx International First to the list
of designated private delivery services effective September
5, 2002. Notice 2002-62, I.R.B. 2002-__.
SALE OF RESIDENCE. Under I.R.C. § 121(c),
taxpayers who sell their residence within two years after
purchase may be eligible for a reduced exclusion of gain
from the sale if the sale was caused by unforeseen
circumstances. The IRS has issued proposed regulations and
sought comments on what would qualify for the unforeseen
circumstances exception. 65 Fed. Reg. 60136 (Oct. 10,
2000). The IRS stated that it intends to include the death of
the taxpayer's spouse, man-made disasters, and acts of war
as unforeseen circumstances in the final regulations. The
IRS has also announced that a taxpayer may claim a reduced
maximum exclusion of gain on a sale or exchange of the
taxpayer's principal residence by reason of unforeseen
circumstances if the taxpayer sells or exchanges the
residence as a result of being affected by the terrorist attacks
n the world trade center in one or more of the following
ways: (1) a qualified individual was killed, (2) the taxpayer's
principal residence was damaged (without regard to whether,
under the taxpayer's circumstances, the taxpayer is entitled
to a casualty loss deduction under §165(h)), (3) a qualified
individual lost employment and became eligible for
u employment compensation, or (4) a qualified individual
ex erienced a change in employment or self-employment
that resulted in the taxpayer's inability to pay reasonable
basic living expenses for the taxpayer's household. The term
"qualifi  individual" means, as of September 11, 2001, (1)
the taxpayer, (2) the taxpayer's spouse, (3) a co-owner of the
residence, or (4) a person whose principal place of abode is
in th  same household as the taxpayer. Notic  2002-60,
I.R.B. 2002-36.
SAFE HARBOR INTEREST RATES
September 2002
AnnualSemi-annualQuarterly Monthly
Short-term
AFR 2.13 2.12 2.11 2.11
110 percent AFR2.34 2.33 2.32 2.32
120 percent AFR2.56 2.54 2.53 2.53
Mid-term
AFR 3.75 3.72 3.70 3.69
110 percent AFR 4.13 4.09 4.07 4.06
120 perc nt AFR4.51 4.46 4.44 4.42
Long-term
AFR 5.23 5.16 5.13 5.11
110 percent AFR 5.76 5.68 5.64 5.61
120 percent AFR 6.29 6.19 6.14 6.11
Rev. Rul. 2002-53, I.R.B. 2002-35.
LIMITED LIABILITY
COMPANIES
PIERCING THE VEIL. In a certified question from a
district court, the Wyoming Supreme Court was asked to
rule whether, in the absence of fraud, a limited liability
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company may be disregarded so as to hold one of its
members liable for an act of the company. The plaintiff had
leased land to a limited liability company owned by the
defendant for the purpose of extracting oil and gas from the
property. The plaintiff claimed that the company
contaminated the property and sought to hold the defendant
liable for the contamination damage. The court
acknowledged that the limited liability company statute,
Wyo. §§ 17-15-101 et seq., was silent on the issue; however,
the court held that there was no impediment in the statute or
case law to prevent piercing the limited liability company to
hold the members personally liable if the factors existed
which are used to pierce the corporate veil or corporations.
The court acknowledged that other states’ limited liability
company statutes provide for personal liability of members
but noted that Wyoming passed one of the first limited
liability company statutes and did not have the benefit of
experience to include a provision for personal liability of
members. The court also commented on the “in the absence
of fraud” portion of the certified question. The court noted
that fraud by the limited liability company or members was
not in itself sufficient to make a member personally liable
for company acts, nor did the absence of fraud relieve a
member from personal liability for company acts. Kaycee
Land & Livestock v. Flahive, 46 P.3d 323 (Wyo. 2002).
STATE TAXATION
AGRICULTURAL USE. The Wisconsin legislature in
1996 enacted a agricultural land valuation law which
provided for a phase-in of valuing agricultural land by its use
value instead of its fair market value. The phase-in provided
for a one year freeze of valuations, a ten-year period where
the valuations were a combination of market and use value,
and full implementation of the use value system after 2009.
The statute provided for full implementation if a farmland
advisory council recommended that full implementation
should begin sooner. The council made that recommendation
and, in 1999, the Department of Revenue, promulgated an
emergency rule requiring valuation of all agricultural law by
its use value only. The emergency rule was then
promulgated as a permanent rule and reviewed with approval
by the state legislature. The plaintiffs were farmers who
challenged the emergency and permanent rules as beyond
the authority of the statute, because the rules shortened the
phase-in period. The plaintiffs claimed that their land was
taxed $0.28 per acre higher (resulting in an increase of $42
in their taxes) under the use valuation rules than under the
phase-in rules. The court upheld the emergency and
permanent rules because the statute provided for a cutoff of
the phase-in period if recommended by the farmland
advisory council and because the legislature had an
opportunity to object during the legislative review but did
not. Mallo v. Wisconsin. Dept. of Revenue, 645 N.W.2d
853 (Wis. 2002).
ZONING
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT. A farmer sought a
conditional use permit to develop a portion of a farm into
five residential parcels. The land in question was rocky with
poor soil not suitable for farming. The conditional use permit
was granted with some restrictions and requirements, most
notably a requirement that notice be given to buyers of the
Right-To-Farm Act. The residential parcels were surrounded
by other farms, dairies, and livestock confinement
operations. The plaintiffs were owners of neighboring land
who challenged the granting of the permit on the grounds
that the land use board’s decision was not supported by
substantial evidence, the permit violated the county
regulations, and the plaintiffs were harmed by the granting
of the permit. The plaintiffs essentially argued that the five
residential lots would change the character of the area and
harm the plaintiffs. The court held that the board’s decision
was based upon several factors which supported the permit:
the unsuitability of the land for farming, the existence of
several similar residential properties in the area, the small
impact on the county infrastructure and the lessening of
pressure to use other good farming land for residences. The
plaintiffs argued that they would be harmed because the new
residents were likely to complain about the noise, dust and
odors from the neighboring farms. The court held that the
restrictions in the permit were sufficient to prevent these
problems. The court upheld the granting of the conditional
use permit. Whitted v. Canyon County Bd. Of Comm’rs,
44 P.3d 1173 (Idaho 2002).
CITATION UPDATES
South Dakota Farm Bureau, Inc. v. Hazeltine, 202 F.
Supp.2d 1020 (D. S.D. 2002) (limitations on farm
corporations) see p. 89 supra.
IN THE NEWS
PARSONAGE EXCLUSION. The Ninth Circuit Court of
Appeals has dismissed the appeal of Warren v. Comm’r, 114
T.C. 343 (2000) upon motion of both parties, w th the IRS
agre ing to allow Warren to deduct the full amount of the
cash allowance he had received for the years in question.  In
May 200 , the Congress passed and the President signed the
Clergy Housing Allowance Clarification Act of 2002, Pub.
L. No. 107-181, which provides that ministers may deduct
the fair market value of their homes from their church
income, including costs incurred for furniture and utilities.
See McEowen, “The Parsonage Exclusion – First
Amen ment Concerns?,” 13 Agric. L. Dig. 75 (2002).  
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AGRICULTURAL TAX AND LAW SEMINARS
by Neil E. Harl and Roger A. McEowen
September 24-27, 2002   Interstate Holiday Inn, Grand Island, NE
Come join us for expert and practical seminars on the essential aspects of agricultural tax and law. Gain insight and
understanding from two of the nation’s top agricultural tax and law instructors.
The seminar are held on Tuesday, Wednesday, Thursday, and Friday. Registrants may attend one, two, three or all four
days, with separate pricing for each combination. On Tuesday, Dr. Harl will speak about farm and ranch income tax. On
Wednesday, Dr. Harl will cover farm and ranch estate planning. On Thursday, Roger McEowen will cover farm and ranch
business planning. NEW THIS YEAR : On Friday, Roger McEowen will cover agricultural contracts. Your registration fee
includes comprehensive annotated seminar materials for the days attended which will be updated just prior to the seminar. The
seminar materials will also be available on CD-ROM for a small additional charge.
The seminar registration fees  for current subscribers    to the Agricultural Law Digest, the Agricultural Law Manual, or
Principles of Agricultural Law (and for multiple registrations from one firm) are $185 (one day), $360 (two days), $525 (three
days), and $670 (four days).  The registration fees for    nonsubsc ibers    are $200, $390, $570 and $720, respectively.
There is still plenty of room, but we request registrants to call first after September 13, 2002.  Registrations may also be
faxed (with checks to follow in the mail) to 541-302-1958.
For more information, call Robert Achenbach at 1-541-302-1958, or e-mail to robert@agrilawpress.com
October 17-18, 2002  Spa Resort, Palm Springs, CA
“Farm & Ranch Income Tax” and “Farm & Ranch Estate and Business Planning.”
The seminars are held on Thursday, and Friday. Registrants may attend one or both days, with separate pricing for each
combination. On Thursday, Dr. Harl will speak about farm and ranch income tax. On Friday, Roger McEowen will cover farm
and ranch estate and business planning. The registration fee includes comprehensive annotated seminar materials for the days
attended which will be updated just prior to the seminar.
The seminar registration fees   for current subscribers     to the Agricultural Law Digest, the Agricultural Law Manual, or
Principles of Agricultural Law (and for multiple registrations from one firm) are $185 (one day), $360 (two days).  The
registration fees for    n nsubscribers    are $200 and $390 respectively.
Registration brochures were mailed in August. Complete information and a registration form are also available now on our
web site at http://www.agrilawpress.com. For more information, call Robert Achenbach at 1-541-302-1958, or e-mail to
robert@agrilawpress.com
*    *    *    *    *    *    *    *    *    *    *    *    *    *    *    *    *    *    *    *    *    *    *    *    *    *    *    *    *    *    *    *    *    *
SUBSCRIPTION RATE INCREASE
The recent increase in postage rates and increased printing costs over the years have finally forced us to increase the annual
subscription rate for the print version of the Agricultural Law Digest to $110 per year.  This is the first price increase for the
Digest since it began in 1989. The new rates will take effect with the next billing date after July 1, 2002 for each subscriber.
Each billing offers subscribers the option to subscribe to our e-mail version of the Dig st which remains at $90 per year and
which is e-mailed on the Monday before the print version is published. You can beat the rush and change your subscription
now to the e-mail version and we will credit your account with an additional issue for each three print issues remaining on your
subscription. Send an e-mail to robert@agrilawpress.com for a free sample or to order the change in subscription.
